JSTOR is a not-for-profit service that helps scholars, researchers, and students discover, use, and build upon a wide range of content in a trusted digital archive. We use information technology and tools to increase productivity and facilitate new forms of scholarship. For more information about JSTOR, please contact support@jstor.org. SPREADING THE GOOD NEWS has been a principal objective of Christianity since its infancy. Nevertheless, after the initial Jewish rejection of the Christian message, the expansionism of the church was directed mainly toward the pagan world, and it is by no means clear that even those patristic works that were directed adversus Judaeos were marked by realistic missionary objectives.-Jews, moreover, were granted unique toleration in Christian Europe on the theological grounds that they served, however unwillingly, as living testimony to Christian truth and that their conversion at the end of days was required by biblical prophecy. At the same time, no one doubted that the acceptance of Christianity by individualJews was devoutly to be wished. Thus, at its core, the fundamental theory governing Jewish status in early medieval Europe was marked by tension and ambivalence-a result of the contradiction between the theoretical goals of a universal Christian mission and an argument for toleration that came close to discouraging Jewish conversion.
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AIHR Forum and persecution. Can a more or less straight line be drawn from the First Crusade to the expulsions, or was it only in the thirteenth century that relatively new forces emerged that moved the history of medieval European Jewry toward its tragic denouement? In the twelfth century, the Second Crusade swept through the Rhineland, the ritual murder accusation was born, and yet theJewish community continued to function in a hostile but relatively stable environment. From a cultural perspective, the period was one of dazzling achievement. Even the acute contemporary observer would not have seen a people poised at the edge of a precipice.8
With regard to the question of mission, the historiographical problem posed by the twelfth century emerges in all of its tantalizing ambiguity in an intentionally cautious and ambivalent formulation by Salo Baron. "In the Roman and Byzantine empires, and even in western Europe before the age of the Crusades, the numerous tracts 'Against the Jews' primarily had Christian audiences in mind. Now, on the contrary, the Church viewed the apologetic literature as but another weapon in its march toward world domination. The new offensive, seized particularly by the preaching orders, also infused new vigor and introduced novel facets into the polemics which, together with the vastly expanding missionary sermons and oral disputations, tried to persuade the Jews of the 'foolishness' of their stubborn perseverance."9 At first, this passage suggests that a change in Christian attitude occurred at the beginning of "the age of the Crusades," but almost immediately the emphasis shifts to "the preaching orders," which belong to the thirteenth century. Once again, the twelfth century is left in a sort of limbo. Was it a watershed in the use of polemic as a weapon in the church's "march toward world domination," or does this questionable distinction belong to the age of the friars?'0 I believe this question can be answered unequivocally. Despite the proliferation of Christian polemics in the late eleventh and twelfth centuries, the evidence is overwhelming that these works were not rooted in a new or continuing missionary impulse. An examination of the reasons that polemicists gave for writing their tracts reveals a remarkable need to apologize for engaging in an activity considered improper on ideological grounds, and, even when there is no apology, hesitation, or refusal, the reasons given almost invariably do not include the idea that Christians should attempt to proselytize Jews. If this conclusion is correct, then two potential explanations for the upsurge of Christian polemic remain. First, the primary impulse for this literature may have come from outside the arena of Jewish-Christian relations and resulted, instead, from the overall cultural renaissance of the late eleventh and twelfth centuries. ) to accede to a friend's request that he write an anti-Jewish polemic. First, it seemed to him that his friend was motivated more by the desire to dispute than by zeal for the truth; second, Christians, he believed, should not be contentious on general principles (2 Tim. 2: 23-24). Third-and for us most important-the Jews would remain blind and hard-hearted "until the fulness of the nations will come in" (Rom. 11: 25). The famous verse from Romans, then, predicts the futility of missionary efforts and may even intend to discourage them; Jewish conversion is reserved for the eschaton. Later, Adam added a further consideration: Christians should not pollute themselves with discussions of falsehood but should study Christian doctrines with pure heart and hands and simple eyes.14 Since Adam could have written a brief compendium of standard anti-Jewish arguments with little more effort than it took him to write this letter, I doubt that he was concocting excuses for a refusal motivated by laziness; this is a genuine, antimissionary ideology.
In one of the earliest polemics of the period, hesitation is followed by acceptance of responsibility. Peter Damian 
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AHR Forum for writing polemic, but almost as an afterthought following an exhortation to concentrate on more important things than arguing with Jews. Damian was responding to a request from a churchman named Honestus to provide material refuting Jewish arguments, and he began by suggesting that, "if you wish to be a soldier of Christ and fight for him courageously, then take up arms . .. against the vices of the flesh, the contrivances of the devil-an enemy who will clearly never die-rather than against the Jews, who will soon be virtually destroyed from the face of the earth." Nevertheless, he agreed to provide the material because it was disgraceful (inhonestum) to remain silent while Christianity was insulted, such silence could arouse doubts in Christian minds, and, finally, Jews might be converted by well-presented Christian arguments. 15 A reluctant missionary indeed.
Peter of Blois (d. 1200) provided an even stronger prolegomenon before finally acquiescing and writing his polemic. He addressed the work to a Christian who complained that he was surrounded by Jews and heretics and was unequipped to answer the tricky arguments raised by thejews in their disputations. It was unwise, Peter said, for someone without good polemical aptitude to debate with a heretic or a Jew; such disputes, in fact, tended to turn the inexperienced Christian into a heretic himself. And it was surely absurd to debate a subject like the Trinity. In effect, Peter argued that Christians need not worry about educating the heretic or Jew: beasts were not permitted to touch Mount Sinai, and pearls were not to be cast before swine. 16 Moreover, if one defeats an enemy of the cross in debate, he will in any event not convert in his heart. As for theJews, they cannot be converted because God has set them an end that cannot be advanced. One might, it is true, make an occasional convert, but the rest will persist in their stubbornness.'7 Apparently, the missionary enterprise was not sufficiently justified by the handful of souls that might be saved.
Peter, of course, did relent and write polemic, and suspicious historians may be tempted to conclude that this introductory show of reluctance is a disguise for missionary zeal. In determining twelfth-century attitudes toward mission, however, what he wrote is decisive, and underlying motives are of secondary significance as signposts of future developments. In a sense, the point would even be strengthened, since Peter was apparently embarrassed to be pursuing an objective that any Christian would have been expected to applaud. It seems probable that discouraging mission to the Jews was an ideology that arose as a rationalization to explain centuries of relative indifference toJewish conversion or 
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AHR Forum nonbelievers in general; he began with Jews because they agreed with Christians in their monotheistic faith and disagreed with respect to several clearly defined issues: the Trinity, the divinity of the Messiah, and whether or not he had come.22 Gilbert Crispin introduced his enormously influential disputation by saying that it reflected amicable discussions that he had had with a Jewish acquaintance who came to him frequently on business and other matters, at which times they conversed about the Scriptures and issues of faith. He did note that a Jew present at such discussions converted and became a monk, but he seemed to regard this as something of an unanticipated bonus rather than the purpose of the conversation and gave no indication that his book was to be used in any special effort to convert Jews.23
In the following century, an author once thought to be William of Champeaux produced a sharper version of Crispin's disputation and introduced a reference to missionary intentions into his paraphrase of Crispin's introductory passage. "I was acquainted with a certain Jew because of a business affair; as time passed, I was moved by love to urge him frequently to abandon Judaism and become a Christian."24 Although this work does not, of course, reflect a real experience, the author's remark is not insignificant, but his assertion is limited to a specific Jew whom he was allegedly motivated to convert because of personal friendship. No interest in a broader mission is either stated or implied. At the end of a work directed mainly at Christian heretics, Alan of Lille appended a chapter on theJews also derived largely from Crispin. In this case, the structure as well as the content make it abundantly clear that the author, who also added a chapter on Islam, did not write out of a missionary zeal directed at Jews.25 Similar attitudes appear in two early twelfth-century polemics concerning the incarnation. Odo of Cambrai addressed his work to a monk who had been present at a lecture by Odo on the incarnation and had urged him to put it in writing. Odo was finally persuaded to do so, but, before he wrote his book, he had a discussion on the subject with a Jew. Consequently, it seemed appropriate to Odo to record his remarks in the form of a dialogue. "Now, then, I invoke the Holy Spirit so that whatever inspiration it gave me for the purpose of convincing a Jew it might give me once again for the instruction of a faithful monk."26 Odo then described how the Jew Leo visited him after his midday nap and initiated the discussion that he recorded. Once again, the question of historicity can be postponed; the immediate point is that Odo proffered no missionary intention at all and explicitly directed his work to a Christian audience motivated by a desire to understand the incarnation. Guibert de Nogent's Tractatus on the incarnation contra Judaeos was actually directed against a count of Soissons who, Guibert said, cultivated the views of Jews and heretics. To Guibert, it was tolerable when someone who never accepted Christianity rejected it; the Jews, after all, grew up with this attitude, implanted in them since their forefathers crucifiedJesus. What was intolerable was for people who called themselves Christians to attack the faith. To make matters worse, the count dared to proclaim nefarious ideas that Jews themselves were afraid to utter aloud. TheJews, in fact, considered him insane, because he extolled their sect while ostensibly following Christianity.27 Although Guibert said that four years after writing the book he used it to strengthen the faith of a Jewish convert, there are no missionary overtones whatever in the reason he gave for its composition. The Jews, in fact, are used almost as a foil for the real object of Guibert's attack, and the implication is that he would not have written to expose the longstanding errors of a tolerated Jewish community.
Even the three polemics by pre-thirteenth-century converts to Christianity do not reflect the systematic missionary zeal that we might expect. The work by "Samuel of Morocco," though it deals with some broader issues, is couched as an explanation of the exile addressed to a Jew named Isaac, and it is hard to decide whether the work is a polemic with a limited missionary purpose or an apologia pro conversione sua.28 Petrus Alfonsi explicitly described the dialogue with his own former Jewish persona as a reaction to attacks questioning the motives and sincerity of his conversion,29 and the fascinating little book by Herman of Cologne is an autobiographical account of his experiences on the road to conversion rather than a true polemic. 30 A final work that fits this pattern is essentially sui generis. Peter Abelard wrote a dialogue involving a philosopher, a Christian, and a Jew in which the relevant discussion takes place between the Jew and the philosopher, not between the Jew and the Christian. The irenic tone as well as the structure make it improbable that missionary zeal was Abelard's reason for writing.31
The overall impression gained from these works is not merely that they fail to explicate a missionary intention. If the absence of proselytism were the only common feature, one might assume that the motive to convert was so integral to polemic that the authors took it for granted. lnstead, work after work presents ideological reservations about mission, reluctance to engage in debate, defensive 27 explanations for writing polemical works, and justifications based on the need to combat heresy and to instruct a Christian audience-all of which point to a striking lack of interest in a missionary program. Either mission was a secondary motive or not a motive at all or else these authors felt uncomfortable asserting it. In either case, the ideology they expressed-at the very minimum-attached little importance to conversion of Jews.
There are, however, three twelfth-century works that contain signs of things to come. The first, emerging from the school of Abelard, is known for its striking use of Hebrew as a tool in the debate with Jews, but, in light of the objectives of earlier polemics, the motive it suggests for disputation is at least equally interesting. Guibert's polemic, which does not reflect a real confrontation, ends with a miracle story also pertinent to this discussion. He heard an account of a disputation in a home (in quadam domo) in which a cleric was unable to contest the perfidious bombast of a Jew, so the cleric offered to hold the burning part of a firebrand in order to prove his position. TheJew made no effort to dissuade him, and the cleric grabbed hold of the flame and did not burn. The Jew marveled but was nonetheless not impelled to convert.54 The miracle here is not especially miraculous, and the story could be true. Even if it is not, however, it suggests that such discussions were routine.
Finally, both Peter of Blois and the author of the anonymous Tractatus proffered practical advice on pinning down the slippery and elusive Jewish disputant, who was likely to change the subject whenever he encountered difficulty.55 Once again, works that do not record actual disputations suggest that Jews and Christians expected to confront one another in the field of religious combat.
Thus far, I have examined only Christian works, but the impression created by those works is confirmed by Jewish polemics as well. This literature does not begin until the late twelfth century, and one of the earliest works, authored by the southern French polemicist Jacob ben Reuben, reports an encounter whose essential historicity has never been questioned.56 The tone is cordial, the arguments rigorous, and the agenda-which includes a discussion of the book of works invites skepticism about their authenticity. Once again, however, the atmosphere of constant interaction is compelling, and it is almost inconceivable that these accounts are not essentially authentic. Most of the arguments are introduced by phrases like "a certain cordelier" or "a certain apostate asked." Specific priests are identified by their towns, and arguments are placed in specific settings.
Moreover, the aggressiveness of the tone of both works makes it difficult to reject Christian assertions that Jews often initiated debate. It is true that one of the most distin,guished students of this literature has urged us to differentiate between "audacity in confronting Christianity" and the initiation of disputation,62 and in some instances this is a useful caveat. But the assertiveness of the Ashkenazic polemics must undercut skepticism about the validity of Christian reports concerning Jewish initiatives. Jews who urged their readers to tell Christians that Jacob sat on a cross,63 who reported (falsely or not) that a Jew urinated on a cross in the presence of a churchman and then produced a clever justification,64 who clearly suggested to their readers that they raise embarrassing questions with Christians65-Jews who said such things and more cannot be assumed a priori to have shrunk from initiating religious discussions with Christian acquaintances. Even if the authors-despite the plain meaning of their exhortations-expected discretion from theirJewish readers, all readers would not have obliged. In short, the existence of such polemics practically guarantees that Jews who took them literally would act on their advice, and, while the worst excesses of these works may never have been translated into practice, it is hard to deny that a number of readers would have been impelled to challenge Christians to defend their faith. There were, of course, cautious Jews,66 but bold, even reckless, disputants, especially in northern France and Germany, appear to have constituted far more than a lunatic fringe.
Even Jewish familiarity with Christian books often resulted from these discussions since the access ofJews to such works normally came through Christians who owned them. Herman of Cologne was given Latin books, and Jacob ben Reuben said that his Christian friend gave him a work that apparently was-at least in part-a polemical anthology.67 Although sections of someJewish polemics appear to have been composed to refute written Christian exegesis,68 most of the points were debated in lively and frequent discussions. 
